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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to the application filed on 27 February 2004. 
This action Is made Non-Final. 

2. Claims 1-44 are pending. Claims 1 , 22, 43, and 44 are independent claims. 

Drawings 

3. The drawings received on 27 February 2004 have been accepted by the 
Examiner, 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 3, 11-12, 24, and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application 
was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

6. As per dependent claims 3 and 24, Claims 3 and 24 recite, "the core-data and 
metadata arranged as a bundle" within the claim limitations. The Examiner is unable to 
find the disclosure of the element or the term "bundle" within the specification describing 
the core-data and the metadata arranged as a bundle. 
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7. As per dependent claims, 1 1 and 36, Claims 1 1 and 36 recites the limitation 
"transmit the data,., indirectly as an e-mail attachment if the data exceeds the 
predetermined threshold amount." The Examiner is unable to find the disclosure of 
"transmit the data... indirectly as an e-mail attachment if the data exceeds the 
predetermined threshold amount" within the specification. 

8. As per dependent claim 12, Claim 12 recites "a database configured to store a 
first hierarchical data file of a first hierarchical data file type and a second hierarchical 
data file of a second hierarchical data file type..." within the claim limitations. The 
Examiner is unable to find the disclosure of the claim limitation especially the use of a 
"database" within the specification used to store a first and second hierarchical data file. 

9. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

10. Claims 3. 10, 11, 15, 24, 31, 36, and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

11. As per dependent claims 3 and 24, Claims 3 and 24 recites a "the core-data and 
metadata arranged as a bundle" within the claim limitations. It is unclear to the 
Examiner what the Applicant means by the core-data and the metadata arranged as a 
bundle since the claims fail to disclose any further information regarding the term 
bundle. 

12. Claim 9 recites the term "can" within the claim limitations as in "user can enter 
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change-mode for a hierarchical data file" and "user can enter a display-mode...." The 
use of "can" makes the claims vague and indefinite since just because the user can 
enter change-mode for a hierarchical data file does not necessary means the user will 
enter change-mode for a hierarchical data file, if at all. Therefore, Claims 9 is rejected 
under 35 USC 1 12, second paragraph, for being vague and indefinite. 

13. Claims 10 and 31 recite the term "can" within the claim limitations as in "user can 
modify the data of the hierarchical data file". The use of "can"" makes the claims vague 
and indefinite since just because the user can modify the data does not necessary 
means the user will modify the data, if at all. Therefore, Claims 10 are 31 and rejected 
under 35 USC 112, second paragraph, for being vague and indefinite. 

14. As per dependent claims 1 1 and 36, Claims 1 1 and 36 recite the limitation, 
"transmit the data in the user-modifiable document format directly... and indirectly.... " It 
is unclear to the Examiner what the Applicant means by transmitting the directly or 
indirectly within the claim." The Examiner is unsure how the data is isven transmitted 
directly when the respective condition is met. 

15. As per dependent claim 15, ,Claim 15 recites the limitation "perform a direct 
conversion... and to perform a background conversion...." It is unclear to the Examiner 
what the Applicant means by performing a direct conversion or a background 

conversion. 

16. Claim 43 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, since it appears to 
be a hybrid claim. The preamble claims an article of manufacture (i.e. "computer- 
readable medium"), but the body of the claim refers to the method steps ("converting", 
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etc). This renders the claim indefinite, since it is unclear what the claimed subject matter 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

17. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

18. Claims 1-21 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

For your reference, below is a section from IVIPEP 2105 : 



(a) Functional Descriptive Material: "Data Structures" Representing Descriptive Material 
Per Se or Computer Programs Representing Computer Listings Per Se 
Data structures not claimed as embodied in computer-readable media are descriptive 
material per se and are not statutory because they are not capable of causing functional 
change in the computer. See, e.g., Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1361, 31 USPQ2d at 1760 
(claim to a data structure per se held nonstatutory). Such claimed data structures do not 
define any structural and functional interrelationships between the data structure and other 
claimed aspects of the invention which permit the data structure's functionality to be 
realized. In contrast, a claimed computer-readable medium encoded with a data 
structure defines structural and functional interrelationships between the data structure 
and the computer software and hardware components which permit the data structure's 
functionality to be realized, and is thus statutory. 

Similarly, computer programs claimed as computer listings per se, i.e., the descriptions or 
expressions of the programs, are not physical "things." They are neither computer 
components nor statutory processes, as they are not "acts" being performed. Such 
claimed computer programs do not define any structural and functional interrelationships 
between the computer program and other claimed elements of a computer which permit 
the computer program's functionality to be realized. In contrast, a claimed computer- 
readable medium encoded with a computer program is a computer element which defines 
structural and functional interrelationships between the computer program and the rest of 
the computer which permit the computer program's functionality to be realized, and is 
thus statutory. Accordingly, it is important to distinguish claims that define descriptive 
material per se from claims that define statutory inventions. 
Computer programs are often recited as part of a claim. Office personnel should 
determine whether the computer program is being claimed as part of an otherwise 
statutory manufacture or machine. In such a case, the claim remains statutory irrespective 
of the fact that a computer program is included in the claim. The same result occurs when 
a computer program is used in a computerized process where the computer executes the 
instructions set forth in the computer program. Only when the claimed invention taken as 
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a whole is directed to a mere program listing, i.e., to only its description or expression, is it 
descriptive material per se and hence nonstatutory. 

Since a computer program is merely a set of instructions capable of being executed by a 
computer, the computer program itself is not a process and Office personnel should treat 
a claim for a computer program, without the computer-readable medium needed to realize 
the computer program's functionality, as nonstatutory functional descriptive material. 
When a computer program is claimed in a process where the computer is executing the 
computer program's instructions, Office personnel should treat the claim as a process 
claim. See paragraph IV,B.2(b). below. When a computer program is recited in 
conjunction with a physical structure, such as a computer memory. Office personnel 
should treat the claim as a product claim. 



19. Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. The claims appear to be claiming "software 
systems" i.e. systems without hardware indication, which is a computer program per se. 
Since the claims disclose computer program per se that is not embodied on a computer 
readable medium, they appear non-statutory. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

20. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C, 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

21. Claims 1-7, 13-14, 17, 20-21, 22-28. 33-34, 38. and 41-44 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Collie et a! (US Paten 7,017,112, filed 2/28/2003) 

As per independent claim 1, Collie et al discloses a system comprising a 
generator configured to convert data between a first format and one of a plurality of 
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user-modifiable document formats, wherein, when the data is in the first format, the data 
is arranged as an hierarchical document, and wherein, when the data is in the user- 
modifiable document format, the data is arranged as a plurality of data elements, the 
arrangement configured to provide a document context. (Col 2, lines 62-63; Col 4, lines 
29-48; Col 9, lines 44-60: Data from an XML document is converted (imported) into a 
spreadsheet document. The XML data file/document is hierarchical (Col 1 1 , 3-6) When 
the data is converted into a spreadsheet, the data (plurality of elements) is arranged into 
the correct appropriate cells and columns.) 

As per dependent claim 2, Claim 2 recites similar limitations as in Claim 1 and 
similarly rejected under rationale. Furthermore, Collie et al discloses a system 
comprising: a customizing table configured to store a plurality of data sets, (FIG 3, A 
spreadsheet is table consisting of rows and columns that is customizable by the user, 
that able to store a plurality of data sets (i.e. set 355-365, and set 370) each data set 
unique to a particular one of a plurality of hierarchical data file types,(Col 4, line 35-36; 
XML data is able to be imported) wherein the generator includes a first generator and a 
second generator, and wherein the conversion includes a first conversion and a second 
conversion, wherein, jn the first conversion, the first generator is configured to convert, 
according to one of the data sets, the data between the first format and a second 
format, wherein, in the second conversion, the second generator is configured to 
convert the data between the second format and the user-modifiable document format, 
the data set not required for the second conversion, and wherein, when the data is in 
the second format, the data is arranged as the plurality of data elements, the 
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arrangement configured to provide the document context. (Collie et al discloses when 
XML data is imported to be converted into a spreadsheet format, the XML data is 
converted into a DOM format to located XPATH used to determine the location, data 
types and user data creating a XPATH collection. (Col 10, lines 23-27; 32-40) After 
being parsed into a DOM format, the data is passed into a flattening module that is used 
to determine the layout and populate the data into the spreadsheet. (Col 10, lines 27-32; 
49-67) 

As per dependent claim 3, Collie et al discloses the data includes core-data and 
metadata, the metadata configured to describe the core-data, the core-data and the 
metadata arranged as a bundle when the data is in the second format, the core- data 
and the metadata separately arranged when the data is in the user-modifiable 
document format. (Col 2, lines 50-53, 61-66; Col 9, line 61 - Col 10, line 67: XML 
Schema file is associated with the XML document that defines XML data types and data 
type definitions of the file. An XML data map is identified that corresponds to the XML 
data by matching the XML data with the XML schema file, or one may say bundling the 
information. The XML data mapping is parsed into a DOM. Then the metadata and 
cored-data are arranged separately as the metadata is applied to the cells to create the 
layout of the cells then the cells are populated with the actual XML data after the 
metadata is arranged.) 
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As per dependent claim 4, Collie et al discloses the metadata is configured to be 
user understandable. (Since the file is written in XML, then the metadata is written in a 
language that is user understandable.) 

As per dependent claim 5, Collie et al discloses the metadata includes a 
modifiability indicator that indicates whether the core-data described by the metadata is 
modifiable by a user. (Column 13, lines 47-56: Discloses the user edited the main data 
and that indicated with a response after scanned by the XML schema file) 

As per dependent claim 6, Collie et al discloses the metadata includes a 
modifiability indicator that indicates whether the core-data described by the metadata is 
modifiable by a user. (Column 13, lines 47-56: Returns an error when the data was 
modified by the user) 

As per dependent claim 7, Collie et al discloses wherein, when the data is in the 
user-modifiable document format, the metadata is configured to be arranged in a first 
group of data- cells and the core-data is configured to be arranged in a second group of 
data- cells. (Col 10, lines 52-66: metadata is applied to the cells to create the layout of 
the cells. Col 10, lines 66-67: the cells are populated with the actual XML data) 

As per dependent claim 1 3, Collie et al discloses when the first generator 
converts the data from the second format to the first format, the first generator is 
configured to determine whether the data includes a data modification, and to convert 
the data by an arrangement in a hierarchical data file of only a modified portion of the 
data. (Col 3, lines 23-41; Col. 11, line 50 -Col 16. line 3: Discloses user data is located. 
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and metadata is mapped to the added user data, thus indicating a data modification and 
is converted into a hierarchical arrangement in a data file.) 

As per dependent claim 14, Collie et al discloses the data includes metadata that 
includes an upload-indicator, the first generator configured to determine whether the 
data includes the data modification based on the upload-indicator. (Col 13, lines 47-56: 
Discloses the indication of a data modification by the user identified by the metadata. 
Since it is able determine that data has been modified, an upload indicator is present) 

As per dependent claim 17, Collie et al discloses the data is in the user- 
modifiable document format, the data is tabularly formatted. (Col 1, lines 7-12: Since a 
spreadsheet is a table-based document that consists of table and rows, then it tabular 
formatted,) 

As per dependent claim 20, Collie et al discloses when the data is in the user- 
modifiable document format, a user can at least one of delete, add to, and change data 
elements from the plurality of data elements. (Col. 2, lines 29-31) 

As per dependent claim 21, Collie et al discloses the user can add at least one 
dynamic data element to the plurality of data elements when the data in the user- 
modifiable document format. (According to paragraph 019 of the specification, Dynamic 
data elements are user defined data elements that users may enter. Therefore, Collie et 
al discloses the ability to user enter new data, i.e. a new column of data to spreadsheet 
grid (cells) (Col 4, lines 53-55) 

As per independent claim 22, Claim 22 recites similar limitations as in Claim 1 
and is similarly rejected under rationale. 
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As per dependent claim 23, Claim 23 recites similar limitations as in Claim 2 and 
is similarly rejected under rationale. 

As per dependent claim 24, Claim 24 recites similar limitations as in Claim 3 and 
is similarly rejected under rationale. 

As per dependent claim 25, Claim 25 recites similar limitations as in Claim 4 and 
is similarly rejected under rationale. 

As per dependent claim 26, Claim 26 recites similar-limitations as in Claim 5 and 
is similarly rejected under rationale. 

As per dependent claim 27, Claim 27 recites similar limitations as in Claim 6 and 
is similarly rejected under rationale. 

As per dependent claim 28, Claim 28 recites similar limitations as in Claim 7 and 
is similarly rejected under rationale. 

As per dependent claim 33, Claim 33 recites similar limitations as in Claim 13 
and is similarly rejected under rationale. 

As per dependent claim 34, Claim 34 recites similar limitations as in Claim 14 
and is similarly rejected under rationale. 

As per dependent claim 38, Claim 38 recites similar limitations as in Claim 17 
and is similarly rejected under rationale. 

As per dependent claim 41 , Claim 41 recites similar limitations as in Claim 20 
and is similarly rejected under rationale. 

As per dependent claim 42, Claim 42 recites similar limitations as in Claim 21 
and is similarly rejected under rationale. 
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As per dependent claim 43, Claim 43 recites similar limitations as in Claim 1 and 
is similarly rejected under rationale. 

As per dependent claim 44, Claim 44 recites similar limitations as in Claims 1 
and 2 combined and is similarly rejected under rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

22. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

23. Claim 12 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Collie et al (US Patent 7,017,112, filed 2/28/2003) 

As per dependent claim 12, Collie et al discloses storage mediums used to store 
data (Col 5, lines 18-40); however, fails to specifically disclose a database configured to 
store a first hierarchical data file of a first hierarchical data file type and a second 
hierarchical data file of a second hierarchical data file type, the data set of the first 
hierarchical data file type configured to vary from the data set of the second hierarchical 
data file type. It was well-known in the art at the time of Applicant's invention that a 
database is stored on a hard disk drive capable of storing multiple different types of 
files, such as two different "XML documents" that vary from each other. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to modified Collie et al's invention to include a database capable of 
storing multiple different files since it provides the ability for user(s) to be able to locate 
and/or store files in one location for faster access and retrieval. 

In addition, Collie et al fails to specifically disclose the first generator configured 
to base the conversion on the data set of the first hierarchical data file type when 
converting the data of the first hierarchical data file, and to base the conversion on the 
data set of the second hierarchical data file type when converting the data of the second 
hierarchical data file. However, Collie et al discloses converting the data of an XML 
document when converting the XML document from one format to a spreadsheet. It was 
well-known to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention if the 
functionality of an invention was capable of converting a first file into another format, 
then it would have able to perform the functionality on additional separated files (i.e. 
convert a second XML document into a spreadsheet) within the invention. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to modified Collie et al's invention to be able to perform the 
invention's functionality on more than one file since it may be replicated to gain the 
repeated benefit of converting files from one format to another. 

As per dependent claim 32, Claim 32 recites similar limitations as in Claim 12 
and is similarly rejected under rationale. 
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24. Claims 8, 16, 19, 29, 35, and 40 rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Collie et al (US Patent 7,01 7. 11 2, filed 2/28/2003) in further in view of 
Young ("Microsoft Office System Inside Out: 2003 Edition", publisfi 10/23/2003, pp 1- 
15). 

As per dependent claim 8, Collie et al discloses when a download-button is 
selected, the first generator is configured to convert the data from the first format to the 
second format, and the second generator is configured to convert the data from the 
second format to the user-modifiable document format, (Col 4, lines 35-38); and 
discloses the functionality of exporting a spreadsheet into a XML data file (document) 
(FIG 5; Col 1 1, line 22- Col 14, line 14) however, fails to specifically disclose when an 
upload-button is selected, the second generator is configured to convert the data from 
the user- modifiable document format to the second format, and the first generator is 
configured to convert the data from the second format to the first format. However, 
Young discloses the use of Excel wherein a user presses an export button that would 
convert the spreadsheet into a XML document. (Page 10, "4.") 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to have modified Collie et al's ability to export a spreadsheet into a 
XML document with Young's disclosure use of an export button since it would provided 
the benefit of the user to make it easier to export data into a document by just clicking a 
button. 

As per dependent claim 16, Collie et al fails to specifically disclose after the 
conversion from the second format to the first format, a user can choose to one of save 
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and discard a data nnodification. However, Young discloses a step by step process that 
has the exporting the spreadsheet into an XML document, and aftenA/ards the user has 
the ability to save the spreadsheet document that includes any modifications, (pp 10-11) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to have modified Collie et al's ability to export a spreadsheet into a 
XML document with Young's disclosure use of saving a file since it allows the user to 
save the current data so the data isn't lost as one work's, or for transmitting to other 
users. 

As per dependent claim 19, Collie et al discloses a user-modifiable format being 
a spreadsheet format being viewed within Excel; however, fails to specifically disclose 
the data is sortable in one of a generic and a customized manner. However, Young 
discloses the ability to sort data within Excel in either a generic (pp1-4) or a customized 
manner, (pp 4-6) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to have modified Collie et al's ability to import a XML document 
into spreadsheet document viewable in Excel with Young's disclosure ability of sorting 
data in Excel since it would have provided the benefit of rearranging data in columns or 
rows based on the user's preferences. 

As per dependent claim 29, Claim 29 recites similar limitations as in Claim 8 and 
is similarly rejected under rationale. 

As per dependent claim 35, Claim 35 recites similar limitations as in Claim 16 
and is similarly rejected under rationale. 
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As per dependent clainn 40, Claim 40 recites similar limitations as in Claim 19 
and is similarly rejected under rationale. 

25. Claims 11 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Collie et al (US Patent 7,017,1 12, filed 2/28/2003) in further in view of Khanuja et 
al (US PGPub 20040102683, filed 4/15/2003, provisional filed on 4/16/2002) 

As per dependent claim 1 1 , Collie et al discloses the ability to transmit data of the 
XML document from one computer to another computer (Col 14, lines 1-14); however, 
fails to specifically disclose transmit the data in the user-modifiable document format 
directly if the data does not exceed a predetermined threshold amount, and indirectly as 
an e-mail attachment if the data exceeds the predetermined threshold amount. 
However, Khanuja et al discloses the ability to send data through an email when certain 
predetermined threshold amounts are exceeded. (Paragraph 0004, 0010) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to have modified Collie et al's method converting documents with 
Khanuja et al's method of sending data in emails when exceeding threshold amounts 
since it would have provided the ability to set options in certain situations when 
threshold amounts are exceeded, i.e. sending an email automatically. 

As per dependent claim 36, Claim 36. recites similar limitations as in Claim 1 1 
and is similarly rejected under rationale. 
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26. Claims 15 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Collie et al (US Patent 7.017.1 12, filed 2/28/2003) in further in view of Young 
("Microsoft Office System Inside Out: 2003 Edition", publish 10/23/2003, pp) in further in 
view of Khanuja et al (US PGPub 20040102683, filed 4/15/2003, provisional filed on 
4/16/2002) 

As per dependent claim 15, Claim 15 recites similar limitations as in Claims 2, 8, 
and 1 1 combined and is similarly rejected under rationale. Furthermore, Collie et al 
discloses a conversion (direct) from the first format to the second format. (Col 10, lines 
23-40, 49-67) 

As per dependent claim 37, Claim 37 recites similar limitations as in Claim 15 
and is similarly rejected under rationale. 

27. Claim 18 and 39 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Collie et al (US Patent 7,017.112, filed 2/28/2003) in further in view of Korpela ("Tab 
Separated Values (TSV): a format for tabular data exchange", published as of 
10/20/2001, pp 1-6). 

As per dependent claim 18, Collie et al fails to specifically disclose the user- 
modifiable document format is a Tab Separated File format. However, Korpela discloses 
of a tab separated file format for tabular data exchange. (Page 1 , 3-5) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to have modified Collie et al ability to import data into a tabular 
data format with Korpela's disclosure of a tab separated file format since it would have 
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allowed tabular data to be exchanged between applications that use different internal 
data formats. 

As per dependent claim 39, Claim 39 recites similar limitations as in Claim 18 
and is similarly rejected under rationale. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

28. Claims 9-10, and 31 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of 
the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

29. Claim 30 objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

30. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Rothchiller et al (US Patent #7,003,722): Discloses converting a schema- 
based hierarchical data structure into a flat data structure (i.e. spreadsheet) 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David Faber whose telephone number is 571-272-2751. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 8am to 430pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong, can be reached on 571-272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





